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system and further erode the percep-
tion that we are serious about creating 
a lawful system. Passing the DREAM 
Act today would, in the wake of failed 
comprehensive reform that we had this 
summer—if we had done that before we 
have been able to secure our borders 
and before we have been able to create 
a lawful system of immigration, that is 
not the right way for us to go. It is not. 
It cannot be gotten around. It sends 
the wrong message. It will say we have 
immigration laws but no intent to en-
force them. It will send a message that 
if you break our laws, not only will 
that be forgiven, but you will be put at 
the head of the line and you will be fi-
nancially rewarded for it. 

That is not what we have to do to 
create a lawful system. The rule of law 
in this country is important. I was a 
Federal prosecutor for almost 15 years. 
I was attorney general of Alabama. I 
have worked with law enforcement all 
my professional life. I remember dis-
tinctly talking with law enforcement 
officers about the sale of marijuana in 
neighborhoods. Sometimes local police 
would say: You know, these are small 
amounts of marijuana and we cannot 
focus on the small cases. We only focus 
on the dealers. That was a mindset a 
lot of police departments had. They 
discouraged that. I would tell them 
that, in effect, if you take that policy, 
you have legalized the sale of mari-
juana in that neighborhood. Not only 
that, you have created an unlawful sys-
tem in that neighborhood and you will 
have created violence and instability 
that adversely impacts the good and 
decent people who live in that neigh-
borhood. You cannot do that. 

You see, there are moral and legal 
and practical consequences of having a 
legal system that is not enforced. It 
adds up. That is what we have done in 
immigration. We have looked the other 
way and denied it is happening, and we 
have let people with special interests 
dominate the debate and we have 
talked about making the system law-
ful, but we have never done it. That is 
why the American people are not 
happy with us. We have not been trust-
worthy. We have not been reliable. We 
have not. If we would get this system 
right, we could do a lot better job 
about making it work in an effective 
way. The American people want us to 
do that. 

I have to tell you, why do people 
want to come to America? They think 
they can make a better life here. If 
there has been crime and instability 
and theft and abuse and unfairness in 
the system that was in the place they 
came from, they feel like if they come 
to America and they have a problem 
here, they can go to court and they 
will be protected and they can make 
money and build assets and people will 
not come and steal it from them. They 
can leave something for their children 
and they can work hard and send their 
children to college and they will be 
able to do even better. That is why 
they want to come here. It is all found-

ed on the rule of law. The reason we 
are a unique nation—and you know 
that great hymn that says our liberty 
is in law—is that our legal system has 
made us great, prosperous, and free. 

I don’t think it is a good policy that 
we allow millions of people to come to 
our country in violation of our law. I 
think that sends a wrong message to 
them and undermines the very legal 
system that makes the country so at-
tractive. I remember in the debate, 
Senator GRASSLEY, who is a direct 
speaker, a farmer from Iowa and now 
the ranking member on the Finance 
Committee, made a speech. He said he 
was here in 1986 as a Member of this 
body. He remembered the debate. Dur-
ing those debates, it was said that in 
1986 this would be amnesty, but it is 
the last time, we would never do it 
again. He said: Let me ask you why no-
body this time, in this debate, a few 
months ago this summer, is saying we 
will not have anymore amnesty again. 
Why are people not saying that? He 
said the answer is obvious. If we had 
amnesty in 1986, and 20 years later we 
have it again, nobody with a straight 
face can stand up before the world or 
the American people and say that we 
would not have amnesty after this one, 
that this is going to be the last one. 
How silly is that? We said that a few 
years ago. 

So this is not a small matter. What 
principle can you utilize to say to a 
young person, or any other person who 
came into our country illegally today, 
10, 15 years from now—what principle 
can you articulate as to why they 
should not be given amnesty when we 
gave it to people today? You see, this is 
a matter of seriousness. It cannot be 
ignored. I feel strongly about that. I 
want my colleagues to know our coun-
try needs to create a lawful system of 
immigration. Once that is accom-
plished and the American people feel 
comfortable about that, we can think 
about a way, I believe, that would be 
effective and compassionate for those 
who are here today and that is rational 
and that we can defend. I don’t believe 
we can defend that today, when our 
system is not working. 

I see my time has expired. I will wrap 
up and say I think we did the right 
thing in this vote today. Hopefully, we 
will continue to work toward a lawful 
system of immigration and, if we do 
that, a lot of things will become pos-
sible in the future that are not possible 
and appropriate and should not be done 
today. 

I ask unanimous consent that a 
Statement of Administration Policy 
that opposes the DREAM Act, which 
we rejected a short while ago, be print-
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY—S. 

2205, DEVELOPMENT—RELIEF, AND EDU-
CATION FOR ALIEN MINORS ACT OF 2007 
The administration continues to be-

lieve that the Nation’s broken immi-

gration system requires comprehensive 
reform. This reform should include 
strong border and interior enforce-
ment, a temporary worker program, a 
program to bring the millions of un-
documented aliens out of the shadows 
without amnesty and without animos-
ity, and assistance that helps new-
comers assimilate into American soci-
ety. Unless it provides additional au-
thorities in all of these areas, Congress 
will do little more than perpetuate the 
unfortunate status quo. 

The administration is sympathetic to 
the position of young people who were 
brought here illegally as children and 
have come to know the United States 
as home. Any resolution of their sta-
tus, however, must be careful not to 
provide incentives for recurrence of the 
illegal conduct that has brought the 
Nation to this point. By creating a spe-
cial path to citizenship that is unavail-
able to other prospective immigrants— 
including young people whose parents 
respected the Nation’s immigration 
laws—S. 2205 falls short. The adminis-
tration therefore opposes the bill. 

The primary change wrought by S. 
2205 would be to establish a pref-
erential path to citizenship for a spe-
cial class of illegal aliens. Specifically, 
S. 2205 awards permanent status to any 
illegal alien who is under 30, has been 
in the United States for five years after 
arriving as a child, and has completed 
two years of college or in the uni-
formed services. This path to citizen-
ship is unavailable to any other alien, 
no matter how much promise he or she 
may have, no matter how much he or 
she may contribute to American soci-
ety. Moreover, the path that S. 2205 
creates would allow illegal aliens to 
obtain a green card before many indi-
viduals who are currently lawfully 
waiting in line. 

Sponsors of S. 2205 argue that the bill 
is necessary in order to give children 
who are illegal aliens incentives to ob-
tain an education. But it is difficult to 
reconcile that professed aim with the 
bill’s retroactivity provisions: even 
those who attended college years ear-
lier will be eligible for a green card. 

The legal status that the bill grants 
its beneficiaries means that they can 
petition almost instantly to bring fam-
ily members into the country. It also 
places them on the fast track to citi-
zenship because they can immediately 
begin accruing the residence time in 
the United States that is necessary for 
naturalization. Finally, this legal sta-
tus entitles the bill’s beneficiaries to 
certain welfare benefits within 5 years. 

The bill is also indiscriminate in 
whom it would make eligible for the 
program. For example, S. 2205 includes 
loopholes that would authorize perma-
nent status for certain aliens convicted 
of multiple misdemeanors and even 
felonies. 

The open-ended nature of S. 2205 is 
objectionable and will inevitably lead 
to large-scale document fraud. The 
path to citizenship remains open for 
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